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ORGANIZATICN OI' WORK '
The CHAIRMAN suggested that, in v ov of the limited time available for

discussion and in acoordance with Rule 26 o~ the Rules of Procodure, delegations
should limit their statements to five minutes.

It wag so decided.
DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSFER OF TECHNOLOGY (continued) and
SCIENPIFIC RESEARCH (continued)
Traft amendments to the draft articles on mawvine scientific research contained in
document A/CONP. 62/C.5/1.19 (A/CONF,62/C,%/%. 28) .

Mr. WALKATE (Wetherlands), continuing his statement begun at the previous

JRRL Sl fuibertu ot e

meeting concerning the comments made on his delegation's proposals (A/CONF.62/C.3/L.28),

gsaid that the document proposed a two-phase settlement of digputes procedure. During
the first phase, discussions would taeke place belween the research and the coastal
State with a view to solving any difficulties that might have arisen. If they did not
yield results, impartial experts would bé called in, and if meither of the parties was
convinced by the experts! advice the general procedures for the settlement of disputes
would be followed: +that would constitute the second phase. The concision of the draft
articles might have mode the procedure appear more complicated than it really was.

The second ‘and final phase had to be a scttlement by a third party, but as
third-party settlements at the State level were usually very protracted end costly,
1is delegation favoured a procedure in which experts might be called in as that wguld
se expeditious and therefore in the interests of all the parties concerned. '

X convention without a satisfactory thi.od-party settlemen. procedure would be
macceptable.

Jraft articles cn marine scientific resgaqgh (A/CONF.62/C.5/L.29)

_ Mo, VARGA&'(MexiCO), introducing draft articles on marine scientific research
(4/CONF.62/0.3/1.29), said that they wére the culmination of o process which had begun
ifter the second session. They incorporated ideas advanced by a great many delegations
imd had been prepared in consultation with them. The proposals were inspired by the
sonvietion that in future marine scientific research would be extremely important for
she developing countries. | .

One of the best ways of promoting scientific progress was the free flow of ideas,
mnd that waé the resson for the provisions in draft article Vil concerning hilateral,
regional and multilateral agreements; Mbst'participants in the Conference, including
s own delegétion, favoured a legsl regime requiring the coastal State's consent to
‘egearch., Others preferred a system requiring notification to the coastal State and
erticipation by ihporblediedr KRl EBbb3I6H 21" Gl RSP 38008b RogIA0DB0836S ° °*

shought and to protect the interests of both coastal and research States.
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- The gponsors were aware of the'great difficulty of distinguishing between fundamental
and. applied research, but experience chowed that scientists acting in good faith counld
differentiate between activities which were taadltlonally described as fundamental
research and research dirvected to the discovery and utilization of marine resources,
both renewsble and non-renewable. Such distinctions might be artificial, but with the
development of science and technology all countries would wish to intensify the latter
type of research so as to strengthen their cconomies, while at the same time preserving
the marine environment for the benefit of future generations.

Misg AGUTA (Nigeria) said that her delegation had joined in sponsoring the
proposal in order to facilitate further negotiationg: it did not represent her
delegation's final position. The sponsors, in trying to achieve a compromise, had
vorrowed ideas from documents A/CONF.62/C.3/L.13/Rev.2, A/CONF 62/C.3/L. 17,
A/CONT, 62/C.3/1, 26 and A/CONF.62/C.3/L.28.

Mr, OSPINA (Colombla) said that his dejegatlon had gponsored the new draft

articles in the belief that scientific resecarch was esaential and that such a proposal

)

would advance the negotiations. There were two schools of thought about research,

that of some developed countries and that of the developing countries. The latter were
trying to expand their scientific oapabilify and technoclogy so as to narrow the gap
between themselves and the developed countries, whereas developed countries feared thatb
the measures advocated by the developing countries would hamper ox discourage research.
The problem lay in the lack of trust between the two groups, and it was his hope that
the proposal would help to overcome that.

The sponsors wexe proposing that the research State should decide whether a glven
project was pure or applied marine research. If its decision was accepted by the
cosstal State, implementation of the project could go ahead. If the coastal State
objected, and the issue could not be sebtled by direct talks, the parties could have
recourse to independent experts. BSuch arrangements would obviate arbitrary action by
either State.

Mr. TREVES (Italy) said that no substantial measure of agreement on marine
acientific research had been achieved at the current gsession. However, the four-power
draft articles (A/CONF.62/C.5/L.29), together with the proposals in documents
A/CONF. 62/C.3/L.19 and A/CONF.62/C.%/1.28, provided a range of compromises for the
Committee to work on. In addition, the socialist countries in their draft articles
(A/CONF. 62/C,3/L.26) had sought to find a balance between the interests of coastal
and research States.
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He welcomed the fact that article VIT, paragraph 5, of the four-power draft articles
ncorporated the essence of an idea put forward by his delegation in the Committee on the
eaceful Uses of the Sea~Bed and the Ocean ¥ sor, to wit, that She research State could
roceed with a fundamental research project if within 1éO days it received no’
cknowledgment of réceipt of its communication to the coastal State. He also welcomed
he inclusion of provisions, however inadeqiate., on the settlement of digputes.

However, the four-power-proposal as a whole was not acceptable. It failed to mention
esearch in the fterritorial sea. Moreover, it conferred upon the coastal State, as
id the socialist countries' proposal, the residual power to decide whether research
n the economic zone was or was nobt related to resources; that provigion was _
nacceptable to his delegation. Some of the provisions of draft article VIITI were
ot entirely satisfactory because they might extend the compétencé of the coastal '
tate beyond the econcmic zone. | ‘

Mr, HERVANDEZ (Cuba) said that Cuba, a geographically-disadvantaged country,
3d made large investments in its fishing and merchant fleets and in hydrographic '
esearch as part of its efforts to satisfy the growing neceds of its people — needs =
aich could not be confined within a line dravn 40 or 50 miles from its coasts. Tt
3l made appreciable progress in developing its research capability and in training
£ technical staff, aided by international co—~operation -~ largely with FAO -~ and
ssistance under bilateral agreements with the Soviet Union and other socialist
untries,

He welcomed the four~power proposal, which should assist the Committee to produce
single text on the subject. It rightly inzluded a provision equiring the coastal
jate's consent to and its participation in research in the économic zone, and on the '
miinental shelf, thus safeguarding that State's sovereignty over living'and '
m~-living resources: such a requirement was indispensable for developing countries.

1 his delegation's view, however, the proposal erred in giving the coastal State

e right to veto research projects not related to the resources of the economi::

me.  The interests of tﬁe coastal State would surely be adequatelyﬂsafeguarded

r a requirement -to notify the purposes of the project and by its right to parﬁicipate
L the research. Moreover, the uncertainty so created would discourage research .

14 haxm the interests of the developing coastal States concerned.
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Mr. TAYLOR (United Kingdom) commended the positive movement reflected in the
four-pover draft articles (4/CONF.62/C.3/L.29). Some of the sponsoring delegations
had stated at Caracas that it was artificial to-differentiate between fundamental ‘and
applied research because both were stages.of the same process, but they had come to
recognize that the distinction could be made and were prepared 1o apply a more liberal
régime to fundamental research -‘a change of atiitude that would be welcomed by
scientists. The difficulties of differentiating between the two were not confined to
marine scientific research: indeed, any attempt to divide a body of knowledge into
separate compartments could not escape imprecision and overlapping, and that was why
a single régime had been suggested for marine scientific research. A% the same time,
that approach had scrious drawbacks. It assumed a degree of homogeneity which existpd
only at the university level and would mean one régime for two disgimilar types of
activity - pure and applied research.

He was pleased to note that in contrast to the proposal in document
AJCONF.62/C.%/L.13/Rev.2, according to which marine scientific research in the
international sea~bed area would be conducted through the international authority
itself, thus giving the Authority direct and effective control at all times ovexr
the research, a more liberal atiitude was advocated in the four-power draft articles.

iven though the document showed a pronounced bias in favour of the coastal State,
some change of attitude in that regard had taken place, though not enough. The period
of 120 days for the'reply by the coastal State was far too long and should be
substantially reduced perhaps by half. He avsumed that the third party referred to
in article VII, paragraph 9, was the arbiter. | '

He was concerned about the implications of the requirement for the coastal State's
consent to resource research programmes to be co-ordinated, and occasionally carried
out, by recognized international organizations such as the International Council for
the Exploration of the Sea (ICES). An ICES programme concerning fish stock breeding
might involve the economic zone of several States which might not necessarily all be
members of the organization, and the programme could consequently be blocked. His
delegation also deplored the proposed constraints on publication and the undertaking

to supply raw data, both of which would be anathema to scientists.

Approved For-Release 2002/08/21 : CIA-RDP82$00697R000406050036-2
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My, MBOIE (Kenya) welcomed document A/CONF.62/C.3/1.29. He considered,

owever, bhat the draft articles were based on two false assumptions. First, the
jocument implied that only States and intermational organizations conducted marine
sesearch, whereas, in the experience of his country, individuals also engaged in such
wetivities. Sccondly, it was surpriesing that the sponsors included delegations which
1ad been associated with the preparation of document 4/CONF.62/C.3/L.13/Rev.2, which
jid not distinguish between fundamental and resource-oriented and research, unlike
she new document. Despite statements to the contrary in the Committee, geientists
wcknowledged that it wag impossible to distinguish between pure and applied research
intil the results werc evaluated.

His delegation rejected the provisions of article VII, paragraph 5(b). States
should not be subjected to such requirements, and the failure of a coastal State to

eply to a request to conduct scientific research in its economic zone should be
‘egarded as a refusal to permit the activities. .

His delegation considered that article VII, paragraph 9, was out of place since nn
tappropriate United Nations body" existed. Paragraph 10 of that article was also
macceptable since it prevented the coastal State from taking immediate action in the
went of non-compliance with the conditions governing the conduct of a research project;
;he proposed arrangements were, in any event, unworkable. Article IX was superfluous,
iince there was no reason to differentiate between marine rescarch vessels and other
'essels. ,

He welcomed the fact that the sponsors had remained faithful to the concept of
egidual rights for coastal States. In thas connexion, his delegation regarded the
yrovisions of the third.péragraph of article VII (9) as equivalent to the concept of
oastal State consent and held that the coastal State might make use of these
srovigions to block scientific research projects. _

Miss MARIANT (France) commended the sponsors of document A/CONF.62/C.3/1.29

m their effort to achieve a compromise. She welcomed the reference to the "rights of -~

lelghbouring developing land-locked States and other geographically disadvantaged
tates" in article IV. Other valuable features were the distinction drawn between
undamental and resource-oriented research, and the provision for recourse to experts
n the settlement of disputes.

Wifh regard to the provisions of article VII, paragraph 5 (b), her delegation
referred the more positive approach used in document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.26. Moreover,

+ contended that the procedure for the settlement of disputes should not leave the
Approved For. Release 2002/08/21 : CIA-RDP82S00697R000400050036-2
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final decision to the coastal State alone, as contemplated in article VII (9).
Similariy, research projects should be susgpended or terminated only in exceptional’
circumsténces; the sbsence of safeguards in that respect would hinder scientific
PLogress. :

It was to be hoped that the sponsors would find it possible to clarify the
" distinction between fundamental and rvescurce-oriented research. Her delegation would
also Weléome the inclusion of provisions to ensure that the coastal State'could not
prevent the conduct of a fundamental research project unless a group of experts
ad@ised dgainst it.

It believed that scientific research in the 1nt srpational ares should be
unrestricted and should not be subject to the consent of either a coastal State or
the proposed international authority. | a ' '

Mr. JAIN (India) said that he regretted thal the sponsors of
doounent A/CONF.62/0.3/1.29 had not given notice of their intention to other members of
the Group of 77 Though well~-intentioned, their attempt to achieve a compromise wag
premature. '

The document contained separate provisions for fundamental and resource~oriented
research. Some of the sponsors, however, had earlier maintained that it was impossible
to distinguish between the two forms of research. '

Although it understond their purpose, his delegation could not .support the
provisions of draft article VII, paragraph 5 (b). Furthermore, the sponsors should
~have included specific objective criteria among the provisions on the settlement of
disputes., ‘

" My. TIKFONOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the attempt by
the sponsors of document A/CONF.62/G.3/L.29 to differentiate between fundamental and

applied.research‘and to egstablish separate conditions for them, was a welcome move
towards compromise. Unfortunately, however, the provisions of draft article VII,
paragraphs 8 and 9, showed that the sponsors had not abandoned their original posltlon
in the case of non-resource-oriented research. Their approach was not acceptable to
his delegation. Furthermore, his delegation rejected the requirement that research
States should comply with the provisions of those paragraphs prior to initiating a
research project. The financing and organization of a research project had to be
completed well in advance of implementation and could not go ahead if there was a risk
of permission being refused or of having scientists and expensiVe equipment kept idle
pending a decision by the coastal State.

Approved For Release 2002/08/21 : CIA-RDP82S00697R000400050036-2
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He failed to see how concilation ﬁachinery could be used until a research project
ras under way. When it was in progress, however, the coastal State's scientists on
soard the research vessels could establish thether the researci was fundamental or
regource~oriented. Moreover, he considered that the complicated procedure envisaged
in the case of research in the international sea-bed arca could be avoided and‘the
problem resolved by the publication of the appropriate scientific data in the sclentific
bulletins of such organizations as the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission.

Mr., YUSUF (Somalia) said that his delegation could not support
document A/CONT.62/C.3/L.29, which contained the seme untenable artificial distinction
between pure and applied scientific research as document A/CONF,62/C.3/L.26. It
rejected the arbitration procedure outlined in the new draft articles, since it was
based on the assumption that such a distinction was possible.

With regard to draft article VI, parvagraph 5(b), his delegation, unlike the
sponsors, considered that the lack of a reply from a coastal State should be regarded
as rejection of an application to conduct gcientific research. DMany developing
countries might not be in a position to as sess within the short period proposed the
information submitted to them. His delogdtlon strongly objected to the provisions of
paragraph 10 of draft article VII and had serious reservations concerning draft
article VIIT.

My, FINUCANE (Ireland) commended the sponsoers of document A/CONP.62/C.3/L.29
on their comprehensive and flexible approach. They had managed to incoxrporate in their
proposal a large number of the elements of documents A/CONT.62/C.3/L.13, L.19, L.26 and
L.28.

One df the main problems arising in connexion with marine scientific research was
the lack of dialogue between researching and coastal States, which could lead to mutual
sugpicion and to arbitrary refusals and delays in the granting of consent to the conduct
of such activities. The sponsors had attempted to establish international guidelines
which would be entrenohed in a convention and which would make arbitrary refusal more -
difficult. At the same time, the rights of the coastal State would be protected, since
it would participate in the process from the beginning. )

Hie delegation attached the utmost importance to the provisions outlining a ladder
approach to arbitration. With regard to the remark by the representative of Kenya
concerning the third paragraph of article VII(9), it was the understanding of his
delegation that the sponsors intended that paragraph to be considered in the context of

the draft article as a whole and not in isolation, as that representative of Kenya had
seemed to imply. Approved For Release 2002/08/21 : CIA-RDP82S00697R000400050036-2
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Mr. BUSTANE (Brazil) said that he found it surprising that the developing
countries which were sponsors of dooument A/CONF 6?/0 3/1.,29 should have 1ntroduced
in article VII provisions which were, in pra~tice, equivalent to a notification régime.

His delegation maintained that it was not possible to distinguish between pure
and applied research. Consequently, it wag not convinced that draft articlé Vi,
paragraph 3, was gufficient to ensure that the researching State would inform the
coastal State of the exact nature of each research proaect. Similarly, if a consent
régime was effective, the proposgd procedure for the settlement of disputes would be
supexf luous. Furthermore, the six-month time-limit envisaged in article VII,
paragraph 10, was wacceptable to his delegation.

The provisions relating to the conduct of scientific research in the international
area were tantamount to absolute freedom of research, a concept which his delegation
had consistently rejected. \

. It was regretﬁable that every attempt to achieve compromise on the problems
relating to scientific research should result in diminishing the rights of the coastal
State and no concegsions by researching States.

My, HUSSAIN (Pakistan) said that he regarded the decision to submit the
four-Power draft articles as untimely, since they differed substantially from the
proposal submitted on behalf of the Group of 77 (A/CONP ., 62/L.13/Reva2).

Hig delegation was one of those which considered that it was not possible to
distinguish between fundamental and resource-oriented scientific research, and it was
opposed to the provisions of articles IT and VII, which implied that researching States
had the right to engage in fundamental scientific research in the economic zones. of
other States. Those provisions were contrary to the concept of coastal States! residual
powers in their economic zones. , |

It was the view of his delegation that the coastal State should have the exclusive
right to regulate all research activities in itgs economic zone. Consequently, it could
not acoept the provisions of articles V and VII. Furthermore, it considered that
disputes between the coastal State and the researching State should be settled by
bilateral negotiations without the intervention of any third party.

With regard to article VIII, his delegation considered that the international
authority should have over-all control of research activities in thg international area,

including the water column.

A/CONF .62/C.3/SR.24
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Mr, PONS (Bl Salvador) said that the sponsors of document A/CONF.62/C.5/1,.29
had endeavoured to offer a constructive solution to the problems which had arisen with
regard to marine gcientific research by inc.uding in their drolt articles any points on
which consensus had been reached at either the second or the current session and
reconciling interests on which there had been semi;donsensus, bearing in mind the need
to encourage marine scientific research in the interests of the gurvival of humenity.
They hoped that the document could serve as a basis for future discussibns and appealed
to all delegations to study it carefully with that end in view.

It was because no law could be valid without a competent‘institution to administer
it that reference had been made in article VII to an "appropriate United Nablonq body™.

Mr. RAMADAN (Bgypt) said that the document under discussion (h/CONP 62/C. j/L ?9)
differed from other documents on the subject in that it differentiated between pure end
rosource—orlent@d scientific reqoarch. It was difficult to decide what.pure regearch
actually covered. Th@ document was nOu clear with regard to the parb¢01patlon of coastal
States in resecarch carried out in the water“ within their juris dlgtlon, and the actual
role of the scientist of the coastal State within the tean of experts working on the
research vessel was not specified. Moreover, some provisions i@ltﬂéfdocument could be
sald to depend on distinguishiﬁg between raw results of research aﬁd processed data.

The document was, however, a step towards compromise and shou%d be studied with an
open mind, since everything could be perfected through discussion. He would state his
final position on tﬁe gubject at the following session. ‘

Mr, JARAMITLO (Ecuador) said that it was regrettable that the views expressed
in document A/CONF.62/G.%/1.,29 had not been bwought to the notine of the Group of 77
when it was studying the proposals for draft articles which had qubucquently been isaued
as document A/CONF.62/0.3/L.13/Rev.2., The proposals in the document under discussion
(A/CONF.62/C.3/L.29) required careful study, and he would comment on only two points.

The first was that, whereas #the proposals requirved the distincticn beltween mure anl
resource-oriented research to be made only at the tiﬁé whéﬁ the research State was
submitting its proposals, the nature of the research could really be known only aftexr it
had been carried out and the results'analysed. The second was the proposal in article VIT,
paragraph 10, that the coastal State should passivelylcdntGMplate the harm that research

was doing'to its marine environment for sixz months before requesting an opinion from the

/
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appropriate United Nations body. In his delegation's view, scientific research in the
gzone under the jurisdiction of the coastal State should be carried out only Qith that
State'!s consent, an’ no arbitration was accaptablie from any other party.

Mr. KOICHAKOV (Bulgaria) said thav his delegation had had little time to study
document A/CONF.62/G.3/L.29. Nevertheless, the new draft articles were clearly an
improvement on document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.13/Rev.2, and he hoped that they might enable

a compromise to be reached at the following session. He had meny reservations about the

document, but he realized that it was only through compromise that a convention would be
produced. The drafting of final articles on the subject of marine scientific research
would call for a thorough study of documents A/CONF,62/C.3/L.26, L.28 and L.29, and of
all obher documents quobed in them. Document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.29 represented a sincere
effort at compromise and, with goodwill on the part of all participants, might soon
result in the drafting of a consolidated text. ‘
Mr. CACERES (Peru) said that the partlolpants' avareness of the need 1o
produce generally aooeptable texts had been apparent at all the meetings of informal
groups at the current session. Although the sponsors of document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.29
had been active in the disoussions which had culminated in the consensus of the
Group of 77 on document A/CONT,62/C. 3/L.1%/Rev.2, the document they had just submitted
showed a completely different approach to the problems. It was a combination of two
concepts, the consent régime and the notification régime. Many speakers had referred
to the constructive contribution made by the sponsors of document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.29, but
their membership of the Group of 77 was another factor to be borne in mind. He hoped
that 1n the preparation of the consolidated text it would be remembered that the
maaorlty opinion of the Group of 77 was expressed in document A/CONF.62/C 3/L. 13/Rev, 2,
Mr. BRANKOVIC (Yugoslavia) sald that his delegation had had little time to
study document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.29 in detail but had difficulty in accepting its general
philosophy, since it was contrary to that of document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.13/Rev.2, which

was supported by his delegation as a member of the Group of T7.

A/CONP, 62/C.3/5R.24
Approved For Release 2002/08/21 : CIA-RDP82S00697R000400050036-2
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Texts on item 1% (Seientific IL&G“Tuﬂj and ltem 14 (Doveloomenu and transfer of
technology, (A, CONF. 62, C.oy L. oL,

The CHALIMAN introduced documeat 4,CONF.6:,C.5/L.51 on behalf of the chairman

of the informal meetings oa itemg 13 @nd_14, wlio vag unfortunately unable to be present.
The document consisted of two parts, paft I, containing proposals received by the Chair
ag nossible consolidaﬁed texts, and part:II,,containing texts submitied as conference
room papers for the 1aioraul meetlnus whlch haad no been considered al those meetings

oving to lack oi time,

Hr. BRANKOVIC (Yugoslavia) suggesied that, in order to avoid confusion
between texts having differontlstaﬁﬁs;~§axt111.shoufd'be deleted and issued elther as
a conference room paper or as an annex to décument. A/CONF, 62,/C. 5,/ L. 51

He. VALKATE (Netherlandsj opposed that proposal because it would deviate
from the nractice established by the Committee at the second session. \

After a brief discussion in which Mr. VITIXHONOV (Union of Soviet Socialisth
Republics), Mr, BRANKOVIC (Yugoslavia), Miss MARIANI (France) and Mr. WALKATE (Hetherlands)
took part, Mr., TRESSLLT (Norway;, sunported by lir. DAHLIOUCIE (Algeria), provosed thab

the decision should be left to the Chairman.
Tne CHATITIAN PLOPOS sed that Dart TL should be issued as an annex to
wmwmntmcmquo;”LgL

IL Vas 5O deuldcd

. ﬁrQ BU TA11 (Braz¢l expressed surprise at seeing reproduoe@_yitﬁin the
”0039lolo OOﬂoOLJQRLGd text'" some parégraphs which had not been addoféaiby the
relevant small” uorﬂLnsforouw. "His‘deie*é'ion had uubuested alternative texts, which
it would submit to the sccretaraau Ulth & Vviev to thelr inclusion in the annex as a
conierence foomvﬁaper g N

Hr. J ATN (India) said that' as )aragraoh 5 of gsection B of nart I of the
aocument had beén ingerted aL the recuest of his delesation, 1t might be oreferavle
to replace that paraUTaoh by the Indian DIOOObal in part II, seciion €, vhich could
then be dcleued. ' . o . ' I B .

.. The’ CHAILLQ& appealed td the Indian representative not to reonmen the

discussion at so late a stage, and to acree to leave the wording of the document stand.

Mr, JARAMILLO (Bouador) reminded the Committee that the chairman of the
informal méetings had suggested that section I.B of the document should be lef<
pending, aad had pointed odﬁ*that; in the absence oi consensus on thengabjgcf, that

section coﬁId'ﬁot-beJCGnsidéred as a nossible consolidated text. It was st111 pnder
discuseion and ”OK%%rS\%*‘éjr-n Refease %55}6%75%1 }}IALRB&SCQ& 556 ';R 82688 '0036-i
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The CHATIMAY drew attention to the existence of an alternative to scction B,

namely, to delete the paragraph., The texts would be subject to further negotiations
and should therefor: be maintained on that .nderstanding.
PRESERVATION OF THE MARTNE ENVIRONMINT (continued)

Tiesults of consideration of pronosals and amendments relating to the
preservation of the marine onvironment (4A/CON¥.62/C.3/L.15/Add. 1)

Proposals or amendments informally introduced ag conference room papers, but

not agrceed unon by the infornal segsiong on item 12 (Prezervation of the

Parine envirvonment) during the third session of the (onforence (ﬂVEbNF.éQ/C.B/L;EO)
Mr. VALLARTA (llexico), Chairman of the informal mecbings on item 12,
introduced documents A/CCNT.62/C.5/L.15/Add. 1 and A/CONF.62/C.5/L.30.

© Mp, BUSTANT (Drezil) said that the alternative submitted by his delegation

to one of the paragraphs had not been included in document A/CONF.éQ/C.B/L.BO. He
agsumed that the reason for the omission was that the albernative had not been ‘
introduced as a confercnce room paper, However, his dele@aﬁion would like it to be
included in the document.

The CHAIRMAY undertool to sce that the alternative was included.

e, STIUIS (United Kingdon) said that at an carlien mecting the Committee
ZEe LS /

had invited the United Kingdom, as depositary of the 1972 London Convention on
Dumping, to give an up-to-date report on the shatus of the Convention, He could
inform the Committee that 13 States had ratified or acceded to the Convention.

Since 15 ratifications or accessions were required before the Convention could be
brought into force, he urged delegations whose Covernments were or would shortly be
in a position to ratify it to inform his delesation as soon as possible, s0 that his
government might make arrangements fox the meeting of the Contracting Parties which
had to be held within three montps of the Convention's entry into force.

The meeting rose at 6.20 p.m.
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